Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/07/22 : CIA-RDP90-00806R000200980148-9 


STAT 


article appeared 

ON PAGE. A.M- 


THE WASHINGTON POST 
8 July 1980 


John Marshall Lee 



ecessarily, tl 
on Defense 


i 

! 


I share Fred Charted Ikle’s concern about "The 
, Growing Risk of War by Accident” (oped, June 
24]. His focus on the.prevention of accidental nu- 
clear war was laudable; bis discussion was not 
' me says we have hobbled our strategic forces, 
through self-restraint This is not credible; when 
for much of the 1970s weadded nearly three nu- 
clear warheads a day to our. arsenal, when we 
are proceeding to add now a new mobile ICBM, 
thousands of cruise missiles (permitted by SALT 
ID and new longer-range submarine missiles. 
Soviet forces have grown markedly during the 
last 10 years, but without the restraints of SALT I 
they would have grown far more. 

F or example. Ikle knows that onr lntelup eni-o 
predicted a force of well over 400 S oviet heavy 
iCBMs, rather than the aw SALT has M3 it to7 
And Ikle knows, too, that without the restraints of 
SALT n many hundreds more Soviet MIRVed 
missllelaunchers and up to 20X100 more Soviet nu- 
clear warheads could be t ar geted on our nation. 
As a military man— and as an American who 
wants never to see nuclear weapons fall uponour 
soil,- accidentally or otherwise— I am alarmed by 
the prospect ahead if we reject SALT IL . I 

Ikle contends that our nuclear deterrent wiB 
become increasingly vulnerable. The reality is i 
that fixed. land-based missiles— carrying less! 
than SO percent of pur deterrent power but' 
nearly 80 jpercent of the Soviets!— are becoming! 
more vulnerable as technology makes possible 
more warheads per missile and increased accura- 
cy. SALT I did fail to stop this vulnerability; but 
for this, Ikle— for four years a member of the 
team that negotiated at least 80 percent of SALT 
D — must accept some of the responsibility. 

I am disturbed that Ikle confuses, vulnerabil- 
ity of a fraction of our force with vulnerability 
of the entire force. First, he is wrong— when we 
have thousands of. invulnerable, warheads on 
submarines -and alert- bombers— and, -second, 
such arguments could send a false message of : 

: weakness to the Soviets and bring oir the very 
i war we all seek to avoid. 

Ikle criticizes SALT ILfor restricting mobile 


missiles. The only practical restriction on mobil- 
ity— in view of our program schedules— is that 
mobile missile launchers must.be countable, 
verifiable. Sinee Ikle has often stressed the im- 
portance of verification, I am surprised that he 
downplays it on this occasion, foijone sure way 
to increase nuclear instability is; to permit the 
Soviets to hide hundreds, perhaup thousands, of 
nuclear missile launchers. . I 

Ikle implies that “launch-on-waming’’ is be- : 
coming a cornerstone of our security policy. If ' 
this were true, I, too, would be alarmed. However, 
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, In his report 
to Congress, did not “raise the curtain” on a new 
policy. He merely restated wbht Ikle’s colleague, 
then secretary of defense Jhmes Schlesinger, 
enunciated in his report to Congress for 1976. And 
I believe it’s prudent policy- no Soviet leader 
should eyer be allowed to think that we will stand 
idly bynnd wait out a Soviet first strike. 

We do not rely on a policy of launch-on-warn- 
iag to deter a Soviet nuclear attack, and we 
never have. At the same time, we have never 
precluded the possibility of teunch-on-warning, 
since to do so would undermine the deterrent i 
value of our forces. I must ask Ikle if he would 
wish the Soviets to believe that we would not 
launch any of our missiles until after the United 
States had been hit by Soviet warheads. Such a 
belief would give false comfort and confidence 
to the masters of the Kremlin. And the result 
could be a fatal miscalculation. 

Finally, despite Ikle’s contention, President 
Carter has significantly increased the size of 
our defense budget. There is room for debate 
about how large the increase should be, but the 
increase is there, and it is substantial. , , 

If we are to meet the Soviet challenge, if we 
are to reduce the threat of accidental war 
through miscalculation of our will and capabil- 
ities, then the foundation of our strength must 
be a steady consensus for a strong national de- 
fense. We have— at last— begun to reestablish 
this necessary consensus. Propagating myths 
and partisan rhetoric will surely blow it apart. 
The task before us Is serious. It should be 
treated seriously. 


The writer, a retired vice admiral of the US* | 
Navy, mas formerly -assistant director of the j 
U&Axn&QmtmlandliisarmamentAgency. \ 
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